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INTRODUCTION

Education “innovations” tend to
coine and go, usually without significant
effects Enthusiastic proponents emphasize an
innovation's presumed theoretical and
practical benefits, urging immediate w:de-
spread adoption, opponents stress presumed
shortcomings, urging restraintand caution But
most educators simply shake their heads
skeptically, observing, “This too shall pass "
They are usually correct Unless preventive
steps are taken, the outcome of the natien's
current interest In incentives for superior
teachers will probably be similar to the
outcome of previous interest in tha{ ~pic much
talk, some action, little follow-through and no
lasting impact
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|ncent1ves for teachers have once
again been placed on America’'s agenda for
improving education A Nation at Risk, the
report of the National Commission on
Excellence in Education, called for making
teachers’ salaries “professionally competitive,
market-sensitive and performance-based ' In
its report, Action for Excellence, the
Education Commission of the States' Task
Force on Education for Economic Growth
urged state and local education agencies to
improve recruiting, training and paying
teachers The report called for “financial
incentives” and “extraordinary rewards for
extraordinary teachers expanded pay and
recognition not justfor reachingthe upper

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

levels of seniority, but for reaching the upper
levels of competence and effectiveness as
well " The Twentieth Century Fund Task Force
on Federal Elementary and Secondary
Education Policy recommended that the
federal government set up a master teacher
incentive program to provide recognition and
substantial grants to teachers of exceptional
merit President Reagan has emphasized
incentives forexcellence in his calls for schoot
improvement, noting, "Secretary Bell and |
have been pushing rard for anational agenda
forexcellence in education, and one of the first
items on it 13 the concept of ment pay for
teachers If wewanitoachieve excellence, we
must reward it 1t 1S a simple American
philosophy that dominates many other
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professions, so why not this one?" Andthe U S
Congress, specifically the House Task Force
on Merit Pay, tentatively endorsed the
President’s stand “despite mixed and
inconclusive past results with performance-
based pay In the private sector and In
education, we support and encourage [state
and local] expenments with performance-
based pay "

Yet. as the House Task Force report
hasrecognized, performance-based incentive
systems have so far not lived up to expecta-
tions In a 1979 survey on merit pay, the
Educational Research Service pointed ouit that
differential pay plans for teachers have been
tried since the early 1900s, with one wave of
interest peaking in the 1920s and another In
the mid-1960s Only 4% of the nation’s school
districts were using any formof "ment pay” by
1978, twice as many districts report they had
abandoned mernt pay systems

Why, then, the 1rew optimism of
19847

One reason for cptimism Is that
recent research-based advances inknowledge
about effective teaching and teacher assess-
ment have encouraged people to conclude
that problems plaguing past efforts can be
solved The present political climate, which
promotes free-enterprise solutions to social
problems, supports the notion that offering
incentives to teachers will iIncrease education
excellence Even the teacher unions, histori-
cally hosule to mernt pay, have recently
expressed awillingness to consider plansthat
offer differential rewards for differential
performance, piovided that teachers partici-
pate voluniarily and that teachers help set
performance critenia and assess performance




But can the opportunity for new
optimism be seized? And, if it 1s, will we be
able 10 learn from the results? Research has
demonstrated that well-performed evaluations
of an innovative education practice can
significantly affect the “no impact” cycle, first
by helpingtorefineand mprove the practice,
and then by demonstrating s benefits io the
wider audience that typically resists major
changes Proper programevaluationisthus a
useful step to take in the expenments with
performance-based incentives now under way
or being contemplated around the country

Haphazard evaluations, though,
may domore harmthangood Subjective and
anecdotal reports, communicated inimprecise
language, will do little to advence knowledge
about the implementation of workable
performance-based incentive systems or their
benefits and costs Moreover, studies thau
provide only the iliusion of know'edge may
encourage policy makers to draw erroneous
conclusions about performance-based
teacher incentives Not suprisingly, Hatry and
Greiner were recently forced to conclude that
there is “little convincing evidence (that 1s,
evidence with even minmal ngor) — one way
or another — on whethe, teacher mer:t
pay plans have substantally affected
student achievement, teacher retention rates
or the abultty to attract new (higher qualiity)
teachers " The few evaluations undertaken to
date have been amost totally subjective, and
determiningwhattypesof "'ment pay" systems
were actually evaluated 1s difficult

Unless this problem 1s eiminated
in the cuirent round of incentive experiments,
the result ishikely tobe what it has been inthe
past inabilty to distinguish between the
outcomes of performance-based systems and
the outcomss of other kinds of incentive
sysiems Five years hence, we may still be
unable to answer the question, “Can superior
teachers be rewarded?

ERI!
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Thns paper s intended to help avoid
such an unfortunate outcome It provides a
framework for 1. dentifying performance-
based incentive systems, 2. examining their
underlying assumptions, 3. classifying
program operations and 4. checking that a
program as implemented I1s ready for
evaluation




1. IDENTIFYING PERFORMANCE-BASED INCENTIVES

The possibility of iearning from new
expenments with teacherincentives is clouded
by the confusing terminology educators and
policy makers are using For the purposes of
this paper, an incentive 1S any commonly
valuedreward whose delivery is contingent on
the attainment of some agreed-upon goal or
standard * Incentives and rewards can
therefore be quite various The anticipations of
money is a widely valued incentive, and cash
1S a widely offered reward Material objects,
events and opportunities to engage in
desirable activities can also constitute
rewards A range of rewards that might be
useful in teacher incentive programs will be
discussed inSection3 Forconvenience, cash
rewards will not be differentiated from other
types of rewards inth's preliiminary discussion

*From atheoreticat perspective, it isoften necessary
totreat rewards and incentives as different concepts
an incentive 1s the effect of anticipating a reward
This paper uses these concepts

ERIC 9 7
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Generally. the goal of an incentive
system is to promote and maintain a certain
level of behavior An incentive based on
performance is one In which the reward s
contingent on some predetermined aspect of
task or job behavior; usually, a high level of
qualty or quantity in performance must be
achieved before the reward i1s delivered In
contrast, traditional rewards for teachers are
not based directly on performance but on some
measure of gtatus or job responsibility that
Is presumed to correlate with performance In
thiscase, statusmightrefertoeducation level
or years spent tfeaching Job responsibility
mightreferto serving as department chairper-
son But to be performance-based, a reward
must be deliveredonly when job performance
has met or exceeded some predetermined
standard

Consuder two common types of
education reward systems In one system,
teachers are awarded higher salares as a
function of therr education and therr teaching
expernience Intheother, teachers are awarded
higher salaries or bonuses as a function of therr
teaching skills, measured by their demonstra-
tion of “effective teaching” behavior Inthe first

#-RIC
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system, rewards are contingenton course-tak-
INg and persistence in employment, in the
second, they are contingent on teaching
behavior Only in the second system is the
gualty of job performance directly relevant
The evaluation of job performance is the key
tingredient of performance-based incentive
systems, 1t 1s an ingredient not essential to
other kinds of teacher incentive systems

lt IS possible to have mixed
systems Consider twe master teacher
programs One identifies master teachers by
determining that their job performance
exceeds some designated standard and pays
them more than teachers whose performance
does not exceed the standard The second
identfies master teachers on the basis of job
pertormance but rewards them only if they
assume extra responsibilities such as training
new teachers The first program is primarily
performance-based The second i1s primanly
responsibility-based (although superior
pertormance makesteachers eligible for extra
responsibility)

The remainder of this paper will
focus only on performance-based incentives
because it 1s primarily the validity of the
argument IInking incentives to performance
that must be tested by future program
evaluations This approach does not deny the
importance of incentives based on status or
responsibility, which have historically formed
the basis for almost all teacher compensation
andreward systems and will ikely continue to
doso Rather, it directs attention tothe unique
problems of assessing systems that make
evaluation of pe ‘ormance a prerequisite for
exceptional rewards System evaluators must
first be able to answer the question "Is the
system rewarding teachers for superior
performance?” before they can answer "Does
rewarding superior teachers improve educa-
tion?”




2. CLARIFYING ASSUMPTIONS

AII performanced-based incentive
systems are intended to promote excellence in
teaching Definingexcellences problematical,
but once a definition 1s adopted, the purpose
of evaluating an incentive systemisto see if it
brings about excellence so defined If the
definition 1s wrong, the sysiem may not be
worth implementing An appropniate program
evaluation will show whether the problem les
with the definition or the implementation

ERIC
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Certam assumptions about the

nature of teaching excellence apply to all
performance-based incentive systems and
have implications for their design Failure to
make these assumptions expiicit can lead to
unclear or misstated objectives or to a
mismatch of objectives and activities It may
also prevent meaningful evaluation

Assumptlons inthe following three

areas are crucial

® Distribution of teaching skill: How is

teaching skiil assumed to be distributed?
Can oniy a few teachers achieve
excellence, or can ali teachers ? Does the
system emphasize identification of a
seolect few or improvement of ali?

2 Interdependence. Is excelient teaching

considerec primarily an individual
activity or a team effort? Can individuui
teachers produce excellencs, or does
exceilence transcend the individual
classroom?

8 Learner outcomes: Do processes (what

teachers do) constitute teaching excel-
ience or are learner outcomes the
measure of excellence? Is excelient
teaching separabie from its resuits? If
learner outcomes are crucial to excel-
ience, how much are they affected by
variables iike student ability, previous
learning, home and family environment,
school environment?

Consuder first the distnibution of

teaching skills One might envision three
different incentive systems resulting from
different assumptions




® It s assumed that only a few teachers are or
can be outstanding The objective of the in-
centive systemwould be to identify themand
encourage them to remain in teaching
Quotas would be restricted The identity of
reward recipients might be protected to
avod negative responses by their peers

® It 1s assumed that only a few teachers are
outstanding, but that ma:iy more could be,
given more training and support The objec-
tive would be tordentify outstanding teachers

1ERIC
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and encourage them to serve as models of
excellence Quotas would be !oose. and re-
ward recipients woula be encouraged to in-
teract widely with other teachers

It is assumed that most teachers are already
capable of excellence, needing only proper
motivation to perform at peak ability The ob-
jective would be to motivate better perfor-
mance No quotas would be set Every
teacher would have an opportunity to eam
a reward, and teachers who attain desig-

nated periormance standards would be pub-
licly recognized

An examole of a mismatch of
objectives and design would be attempting to
imgprove virtually all teachers by rewarding a
tiny fraction and keeping their identities secreat

'n the area of interdependence, one
might assume that excellence s largely a
function of collective efforts, say of all the
teachers in aschool One would t~en establish
performance standards for schools and reward
schools that meet or exceed these standards
If this assumption were combined with the
assumptionthat all teachers can be outstand-
ing with training and support, the objective of
the incentive system would be to identify
outstanding schools'teachers and encourage
them to serve as models of excellence

Assumptlons about the role of
“learner outcomes"” would manifest themselves
In decisions about whether to irclude
measures of student learning in performance
standards f outcomes were assumed not to
be sutable measures, the objective of the
incentive system would be to influence
teaching practices or school organiza*on

AII three assumptions vary
independently of each other and combine to
oroduce different incentive designs The
configuration of assumptions that underhe an
incentive system influences objectives and
implementation strategies ' .ystemdesigners
examine their assumptions carefully, they can
select the most appropriate objectives and
strategies This, in turn, can set the stage for
meaningful evaluation




Another way that incentiv »
systems differ is in how they are structurec |f
the components of performance-based
incentive systems were classthied, evaluators
could more easily compare the benefits and
costsof different systems This section surveys
types of incentives. methods of reward
delivery, iming and types of performance
standards and measures These vanables
appeared in an eailier review of the iterature
on the use of incentives in the schools

=%
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Types of Incentives

Monetary Incentives

As a general principle, the most
ettective reward satisfies the most salient
needs percerved by the potental recipient
without producing significant negative side
eftects Because percewed needs and the
sahence of those needs differ considerably
from person to person, rewards often differ in
therr effectiveness Th.s explains the popularity
of flexible rewards like cash, which can readily
be converted into a wide range of need-
satisfying materials and events But cash may
have undesirabie side effects such as taxability
and high potential for engendering negative
feelings ke envy while squeezing meaningtul
amounts of cash out of the constrained
budgets of many school districts may be
difficuit * The following var.ations on cash as
incentives all require sorne form of expenditure
or obligation but they may avoid some of the
negative side effects of direct pa' 1ents to
teachers

8 Drawing accounts that award recipients
can use for educational materials or
activities

8 Educational scholarships or forgivable
loans that permit recipients to acquire
further education

*Hatry and Greiner estimate that meaninyfui bonuses
for teachers must exceed $1.000 per year

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

8 Paid activities such as educational travel

a8 Deferred benefits, such as extra retire-
ment benefits

8 A “menu” of rewards from vhich
reciplents can choose

Note, however, that rewards of
aaditional instructional resources can widen
the performance gap between superior and
other teachers, so a district that believes all
teachers can improve would not want to use
such rewards And any type of reward can
prompt resentment

Nonmanetary Incentives

One of the more interesting
features of current teacher incentive plans I1s
the expanded use of nonmonetary rewards
that do not require direct cash expenditures
Money may i1 some instances be less cost
effective than other rewards Under certain
conditions, praise and knowledge of results
can satisfy strongly perceived individual
needs Many nonmonetary incentives have a
long history ofuse in education Following are
some nonmonetary rewards for mentorious
eaching

8 Public recognition: ‘teacher of the year”
awards

8 Peer recognitior.: designation of “master
teachers” as successful professionals

= Restructuring of the work environment:
giving reciplents more released time,
optionsto work part time, more discretion
in determining where and what to teach

8 Recognition and awards for schools: the
Secretary of Education’s program of
recognition for ef’ 2ctive schools

4 -
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AII of these incentives are based
prnmarly on praise and recognition To some
extent, they are also based on feedback,
because contingent praise conveys the
information that standards have been
exceeded Some researchers have pointed out
that knowledge of results can be rewarding in
and of itself, if it conveys specific information
about performance in a situation where
successfuiperformanceis valued This means
«hat any formal teacher evaluation system
couid be rewarding if it set measurable
performance goals and provided feedback to
teachers about how welithey meet those goals

Punishment

The systema'ic conne _ton of
negative sanctions with poor performance s
the other side of the incentives coin Creating
such a connection is an often-stated but
seldom-achieved goal of many teacher
evaiuation systems Performance-based
layotts have occurred, however Johnson
describes general instances and points out
that tenure laws and collective bargaining
agreements do not raise insurmountable
barriers to the development of functional
‘negative incentive” systems

Methods of Delivering Rewards

¢

Quotas

|n4“ﬂn11ve cystems may or may not
restrict the number ot teacners who can earn
awards If ti.e designers of a system a“sume
that « ... "~ ~ormally distributed (1e,
along a bell-shaopw i curve), they may
determine that scme arbitrary percentage
(usually small) of te«.chers should be rewarded
Designers who assume that all or most




teachers are capable of excellence — since
training, certification and selection require-
ments have screened out teachers incapable
of excellence — may avoid auotas

Rewards for Performance

Mechamsms for delivering
rewards (usually monetary rewards) to
individuals include

a One-time cash bonuses, stipends,
honoraria or supplemental contracts

8 Permanent “merit” increases on uniform
salary scales (i.e., increases granted
above and beyond contractually guaran-
teed cost-of-living or longevity increases)

8 Use of a separate “merit” salary scale in
addition to the uniform scale

8 A “career ladder” that provides several
pay scaie ranges — for probationary,
professional and master teachers, for
example

One varation on a basic bonus
mechanism s a token system. such as the
‘point’ system developed in the Houston
Independent School District's 'Second Mile
Plan * Under this sysiem, many different
aspects of ateacher'sperformance and other
gqualifications are evaluated separatelv and
translated into points, differential bonuses that
add as much as 30% to base pay depend on
total points accumulated

Rewards for Groups

Systems for defivering rewards to
groups ether 1. provide each member of a
designated yroup with the same reward or 2.
allow ¢ nup members to aetermine how their
r vard wi oe apportioned The most common
type of group is the entire staff of a singie
school, as in Houston and Dallas Other groups
are teams or departments withun schoots,
intradistrict clusters of schools or even
intrastate clusters Admirustrators and
noncertificated nersonnel may be included in

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

incentive clusters it 115 assumed that
nonteaching personne! enhance teaching
effectiveness

Timing and Reiiability

Dehvermg rewards soon after the
qualifying evaluation is very important If a
teacher doubts the reliability of the delivery
system or (f rewards are delivered long after
performance it measured. incentive effects
can be seriously weakened Potential
recipients of rewards must understand :he
delivery mechanism well before they are
expected to demonstrate meritorious perfor-
mance The mechanism should operate
according to plan

The choice of delivery mechanism
has implicatior s for the timing of awards
Salary increments are -ormally delivered
annually as partof the regular personnel review
process Bonuses canbe awarded annually or
more often, depending on how frequently
performance s measured The deleterious
effects of delay between measuring perfor-
mance and reward can be mitigated by
ensuring that feedback on performances is
delivered rapidly

A special delivery mechanism
must usually be developed for nonmonetary
rewards Although thesecan belesscomplex
administratively than mecharisms for
delivering cash, ceremonies must be
organized, plaques engraved publicity
arranged, and so forth The sooner a reward
(or at least notification of an award) I1s
delivered, the greater the incentive effect 1s
likely to be




Measures of Performance

Valad and reliable measurements of
performance are critical to any teacher
incentive system While selecting appropriate
measures is extremely difficult performance
measurement techniques are readily
categornzed The majo- decision for system
designers is whether to use process measures
or outcome measures In either case. the
performance of individuals o. groups can be
compared to the achievements of their peers
or they can be compared to pre-established
standards

Process Measures

Fo!!owmg are some common
measurement techrniques that look at what
teachers do

& Ove:all ratings (usually unstructured) by
administrators

& Direct observation by peers, adminis-
trators or trained outside raters using
structured protocols

& Ratings by students or parents
a3 Job performance tests or simulations

8 Routine personnel records on absen-
teeism, inservice participation, ntc.

Outcome Measures

Outcome .leasures are based on
such measurements of student learning as
standardized achievement testsand criterion-
referenced tests Statsticattechniques can be
usedtoreduce theinfluence of environmenta,
factorsor priorlearning on outcome measures
Other measures include drop-out rates,
absenteeism or samples of student work

MERIC
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4. IMPLEMENTATION ANALYSIS

Before evaluating any program
evaluators should be sure thatthe prograrn has
clear and acceptably stated goals and
implementation activities that are likely to
accomplish them In addition, it must be
possible to obtain from the program appro-
pnate informat:on about operaticns and

outcomes Through a process called "evalua-

bility assessment,” evaluators are urged to
examine whether the program meets the
following requiremer’

ERIC
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o Stuted program goal: and actual goals
are reasonably congn ent.

s The hypothesized links -etween intended
program inputs, activit s and outcomes
are both logically and e’ .pirically sound
(i.e., are based on consi ‘ent reasoning
endon thebestavailable« dence about
cause-effect relationships

& Actual program inputs and
the program In operation)
that were intended.

«tivities (i.e.,
‘atch those

Th|s process. also cali ! "im-
plementation analysis,”1s a system. ©way of
verfying that the program as imple :1ted is
aperformance-based incentive syste ..ndis
capable of being accurately evaluatec v orte
initiating 1impact or cost/benefit studie
Impiementation analysis sets the stage for
successful evaluation of the new wave
teacher incentive tnials under way

’
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Are Stated and
Actual Goals Congruent?

Four goals are most commcenly
advocated for new expenments with teacher
incentives

s Atftracting and retaining better quality
teachers

8 Iimproving teaching and learning

2 Increasing accountability of teachers and
schools to the public

8 Increasing teachers’ responsibilities in
setting school direction

But many times the stated goals of
teacher incentive systems turn out, on closer
examination, to differ from those the systems
are actually designed to achieve Evaluations

15




based on unclear or m:sstated goals will not
be accurate More seriously, misunderstana-
Ings among participants in systems with
misstated goals can easily jeopardize the
success of the systems

Assessment of anincentive system
should begin by examining the congruence of
stated and actual goals Actual goais are
inferred from the elements of job performance
selected for measurement and reward — the
job standards that must be met or exceeded
before incentives are awarded In other words,
desired system outcomes are defined
operationally by the performance measures
and crtena of adequacy that have been
adopted In performance-based systems
critena ere most often applred to some
measure of effective teaching An illustration of
a teaching effectiveness performance
measure 1S "maximizing engaged learning
tme”, in a particular incentive system, the
cniterion of “using 75% of classtime in engaged
learning” might be applied to this measure
Teachers who consistently meet or exceedthis
designated standard are rewarded It may be
inferred that the actual desired outcome ot this
system s "toimprove teaching " Tnesystem s
stated goal should reflect this

Are the Hypothesized Links
Between Inputs. Activities
and Goals Logically and
Empirically Sound?

The more direct and “tested” are
the hvpothesized links between the intended
process components and outcomes of an
incentive system, the more confident one can
be that they are logically and empirnically
sound Figure 1 illustrates three simphhied
rationales linking performance measures and
cntenatothe goals for the perfcrmance-based
system of which they are a part

|n the first example one might
disagree with some of the nypothesized links
but they are straightforward and each can be
supported by empirnical evidence available in

YERIC
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the published research iiterature In the second
example, the rationale can be similarly foliowed
and 1s at least plausible as shown by the
considerable popular support forthis position,
butempincal evidence thatmernitbonuses will
attract a differerit (and better type of person)
into teaching 1s lacking

Now consider eaample 3, which
llustrates an illogical rationale for a reward
system designed to achieve the same goal of
improvingteaching asthe firstexample Inthis
case. thereward s given for ameasure that is
not stated in either the performance criterion
or the system goal This system will not work
because teachers are not rewarded for the
hehaviorsonwhichthey are evaluated Ifthey
see that they consistently meet or exceed the
performance criterion withou' everreceiving a
reward, they may become ciscousaged and
cease trying to meet it

Slmllarly the reward system gives
teachers no guidance about whatbehaviors it
expectsofthem they do notknow whetherto
increase their engaged learning time {and by
how much) or to improve their written lesson
plans or whether some yet und'scovered
performance cnterion 1s what really counts In
any event. one carnottellifthe system's goal
has beenachieved because 'tis not apparent
what that goai really is

an implementation analys:s,
carefulty mapping out the rationale linking a
system’s intended processes and outcomes
can point out inconsistencies, gaps and
probable failure points (In fact, this exercise
should be done priorto implementatonto find
and correct weaknesses and inconsistencies
in planning ) Implementation and evaluation
should be deferred for any incentive system
for whick. a logically straighttorward and
empincally defensible rationale cannot be
articulated

N

Do Actual Program Components
Match Intents?

'.np!ementahon analysis requires
one further step examining the program as it
existsin practice Adequately carryingoutthis
steprequiresobser 3ationsand interviews with
those who are imp'smenting the incentive
system and are being affected by it The
following i1ssues must be addressed




O
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Figure 1.

Three Types of Rationales for Performance-Basea
Reward Systems

Performance
Criterion

Reward/
Incentive

Behavior Motivated
by Incentive

Goal

Example 1. Straightforward Rationale for Performance-Based Incentive System the performance
criterion on which reward -~ “re based 1s a measure of effective teaching supported by research

Teacherspends
75% of classtime in
engaged learning
activites

»

Successfulteach-
ersrecelve cash
bonuses

Allteach<rsincrease
percentage of class
time spentin
engaged learring

»

Teachingis
improved

Example 2. Tenuous Raticnale the performance crternon is not a direct measure of the goal
there s Iittle evidence suggesting that abiity to receive ment awaras 1s a significart factor in

career choice

Teacher soends
75% of classtimen
engaged learring

activites

Successfulteach-
ersrecewvecash
honuses

N

Capableyoung
people seethat ax-
cellentteachers are

rewarded

$

More capabie
young people
choose tobe-
cometeachers

Example 3. lllogical Rationale the reward 1s based on di' srent factors than teachers evaluations
It 1s not clear what behavior 1s expected of the teachers nor what the goeal of the system is

Amount of class
timeteachers
spendinengaged
learning ac tivities

Teachers whose
lessonplans are
neatand detailed
receive cash
bonuses

»

?

|

P
]

Teachingis
improved
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8 Exient to which implementers and par-
ticipants understand and share the same
intended outcomes

An example of faliure to achlieve common
understanding of goals, standards and
procedures would occur where teachers
were not involved In pianning the system
and heid different views from the adminis-
tration and each other.

8 Extent to which program activities are
being implemented as planned

For example, failure to train those who
evaluate teachers could mean that they
do not carry out their responsibilities as
accuratelv as planned.

2 Extent to which unanticipated activities
and negative side-effects Interfere with
the validity of hypothesized cause-efiect
linkages

A sudden budget shortfall in the middle
of a multiyear experiment could eliminate
money for rewards, or a new superinten-
dent couid reduce commitment to the
program. Unrewarded teachers might be
unexpectediy resentful rather than moti-
vated.

a Likellhood that the program as Im-
plemented can accomplish its Intended
outcomes.

No implementation goes exactly as plan-
neua; how much deviation will still permit
goal achievement needs to be examined.

If implementation analysis shows
that the reality of the program does not match
its Intent, evaluation should be deferred or
redirected An important benefit of this stage
of analysis is developing a set of recommenda-
tions forimoroving implementation, also known
as formative evaluation This potential argues
for prompt and continuous momitoring of
program operations

WER]C :
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5. PROSPECTS FOR LEARNING FROM INCENT1VE EXPERIMENTS

Many new teacher incentive
systems are currently operating or will begin
operating n the next year Some systems will
have state-mandated specifications (e g,
systems in Florda, Virginila and Tennessee)
Most will be tocally aeveioped in response to
locally perceved needs and constraints Some
will feature performarce-based incentives,
others will combine performance-based and
responsibility- or status-based incentives
There will be many different combinations of
assumptions about teaching excellence, goals
and process components — each combinat.on
shaped by a different pianning history and
context What are the chances thatwe wiil learn
enough this time around to decide whether
superor teachers can indeed be rewarded”
What willwe be ab'e tolearn about the benefits
and costs of various reward systems”

ERIC
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The past suggests cautions For
example, the nation was almost 15 years into
an experiment with compensatory education
before evaluation models and technicat
assistance centers were introduced that
allowed generalization about the effects of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA), Title | (now the Education Consolida-
tion Improvement Act, Chapter 1) Without
mandates. technical assistance, standard
assessment models, some common terminol-
ogy and qualty assurance evaluations of
teacher incentive systems inay fare worse

Use of a Common
Conceptual Framework

lf evaluators use a common
terminology like that proposed in this paper.
they will provide a sound basis for discussing
what has been altempted and accomplished

2[R C
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Below are questions that evaluatorscan use to
organize their documentation

1

ul

Whatis the pnmary factoruponwhich
rewards depend — job performance or job
responsibiities? |f the answer is jop re-
sponsibilities, the systemis not primarily
performance-based, documentation
should make this clear

Whatbasic assumptions aboutteaching

e ‘cellenceundarliett . incentive system?
a Distrbution of teaching skill

b Roleofinterdependence

¢ Inclusionofiearner outcomes

Whatcomponents are intended”
a Typcsofreward
() Monetary
(n}  Nonmonetary
(m) Punitive
b Whoisrewarded?
() Restrictive/nonrestrictive
quotas

[ I )

() Individuals/groups
¢ Performance measurements
()  Process/outcome
(n)  Norm-referenced/crteron-
referenced

Verification ¢f System Design
and Implementation

Evengcvenacommontermmology,
meaningful aggregation of nformation abouta
system will be precluded if stated and de facto
goals are not congruent, If system desig.. 1S
not sound and If implementation does not
maich intent Evaluators should be abie to
answer e following questions

1 Whatarethe stated goals of this incentive
system?
a inrluencing recruitment
b Influencing retention
c Influencing motivation
d Influencing studentachievement




2 Whatactuai goais can beinferred from its
design? Are they congruent with stated
goals?

3 isthestatedratonate forthis systemex-
puci?is it both logically and empincailly
sound?

4 Doessystemimplementation match stated
intent?

Additional Steps

|mplementat|on analysts estab-
lishes that programs are in a condition to be
evaluated Thenexistep, of course, s actually
‘o evaluate costs, benefits and effectiveness
and to compare the results of different
incentive systems Experience with ESEATitle
I suggests some useful additional steps to
prepare for evaluating performance-based
teacher incentive systems Initially, evaluation
models need to be developed for assessing
both processes and outcomss and covenng
the range of Iikely goals and implementation
components Models must be appropnate both
for simple incentive systems with one or two
components and for compiex systems with
many coniporents, iIncluding some not based
on performance The models must allow
evaiuators to produce information that 1s useful
to local decision makers — to the school
administrators, teachers, parents and other
ciuzens of the community who will decide
whether to keep, revise or drop performance-
based incentives The models mustaccommo-
date outcomes that are not readily quantifiable,
deaiing as they do in human values and
attitudes Ifthe models meetthese needs, it1s
hkely they will be widely used, even if no state
or federal funding I1s provided as encourage-
ment

gt
Q
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After acceptable models have
been developed, technical assistance can be
provided to stmulate use of the models andto
support their correct use Publications
conterences, regional workshops and
assistance at key sites can be useful

'f these additional steps are taken,
new teacher incentive systems should be
better designed. and we should be able to
determine more precisely than ever before
whether superior teachers can be rewarded
and what the benefits of doing so are
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1. A Policy Guide to Teacher Reward
Systems by Filen Flanneilyan  3obe.:
Pataich, Education Commission of the
States, TQ84-1

The authors present brief arguments for
and againstmajor positions on selecting
goalsfor performance pay systems, set-
ting perfo mance standards, de signing
avaluation programs, different kinds of pay
systems and otherwayvs to improve teach-
Ing They also offer a bibliography to sup-
porttheirarguments

2. Evaluating Teacher Performanze by
LesterM Solomor:, Georgia Department of
Education, TQ84-2

Soiomon, writing out of his experience in
desigring and carrying out a pioneer
ieacherevaluation planin Georgia over-
v ews evaluation procedures accompany
ing performance-based pay and stuff de-
vetopment, and comparestesting and on
the-job assessment He recommends ap-
propriate timng, outlines how to use tests
to estabiish minimum cc 1petencies,
dcscribes methods of training evaluators
and warns against expecting more *han
evaluetion techniques can deliver

3. Improving Teacher Quality Through
Incentives by Ropert Pataich and Ellen
Flanne'ly, Education Commussion of the
States, TQ84-3

&7

Palaich and Flannelly suggest ways for
policy makers to clarify their goals for
reward-for-perforrnance plans sothey may
selectthe mostappropr.ate plans They set
hmits on expectations for monetayin-
centive plans by discussing research that
sho .. (natteachers are strongly influ-
enced by intrinsic motivatior, school or-
ganization and interaction with colleagues,
aswelias by money They pointoutthat
nlansmustinclude clear periormante
«iandards and evaluation systems, and
that hoth evaluators and teachers must £
tranedtouse them Finally, they offer
modals of ment pay, careeriadders and
personnel distnbutionincentives

. Political Myths About Reforn ‘ng Teach-

ing by SusanJ Roserholtz, Vanderbilt
University, TQ84-4

Ten common beliefs about how per-
formance-based pay and prcmotions will
help -mprove teaching are compared to
esearch findings in this book, andthe
author concludesthatthey don't hold 1p
Altnough low pay discourages theaca-
demicaily able from entering or remaining
inteaching, the author presents research
that shows teachers tobe more frustrated
by theriack of success with students
Rosenholtz identifies the conditions that
support effective teaching, statesthat
almost! all teachers canimprove, cautio™s
againstusing studenttest scores as mea-
sures ofteaching effectiveness and

warns that competitionfor rewards among
teachers may mitigate against escential
collaboration among teachers and admin-
istrators
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. How States CanIimprove Teacher

Quality by Robert Palzich Education
Commission ofthe States TQ84-5

Local efforts to improve teacher quaity
canbe ~hatedand,or bolstered by state
actions .d Palaich offers alogicalcumu
lative strategy forthese actions He covers
screening for admission to schools of eau-
cation, improving curriculum, graduation
requirements, certification andtenure He
also shows how states can help develop
and fund better evaluation systems, in-
service training and performance reward
systemns, explaining that certain areas of
choice should be lefttolocal districts

. The Legal Context for Teacher Improve-

mentby the Education Commissionof the
States’' LawandEd  ation Center, TQ84-6

inan effortto pre-inform policy makers and
administrators contemplatingteacher im-
provement plans, ECS Law Center staff
explain the legal aspects thatmay affect
these plans, ana discuss how to taior
plans tc zomply with cunstitutional and
statutory requiraments Due proce s,
cwiinights, free speech academ:c free-
dom, tenure collective bargainingand
governance issues are covered Case
cites and a selected bibhography support
the authors’ arguments

. AFramework for Evaluating Teacher

Incentive Systems by Steven M Jung,
Amerncan institutes for Research, TQ84-7

Jung develops a conceptual framework

forevaluatingteacherincentive systems A

perforinance-bas dsystem, he says,

D rewards on behavior ratherthan on
added responsibilities Stated go. ust
mesh with goals in practice ifevaluations
areto bevalid Jungalso examinesas-
sumptions about teaching excellence and
the process components of ncentive
systems
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8 Schoc'Organization andthe Rewards
of Teaching by Thomras Bird Boulder
Colorado, TQ84-8

Bird focuses on howto organize schools
and school settings to encourage better
teaching He describes organizational
schemesthatencourage stafftoshare
understandings andtechnigues, help
each otherto improve and use resedrch
findingsto testnewmethud: Hesuggests
that teachers and administretors be
trained as rolemoaels, and recommends
that expenment ' researchapplications
be supportedat the state level

9. The Costs of Performance Pay Systems
by KentMcGuire, Education Commission
ofthe States, and John A Thompson.
University of Hawai, TQ84-9

Using two different evaluation systems,
the authors sirmulatethe costs of ment pay,
careerladdersandextendea ¢ "ntractsto
show how costs —none of thempro-
hibitive — vary withplan design The
authorsprecede the simulations with a
thorough discussion of each cost factor
involved
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